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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 -24 are presented for examination. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed October 12, 2004 have been fully considered 
but they are not persuasive because of the following reasons: 

3. Applicant argues that Prior Art does not teach or suggest the step of 
"determining whether a client's request to receive a file from a content server originated 
as a reference from the load distribution server OR as a reference from the content 
server itself. 

Before addressing the argument, the Examiner submits that the language of the 
limitation cited in the quotation "as a reference from the load distribution server OR as a 
reference from ttie content server itself containing the conjunction OR therein, hence, 
in this response and also in the previous action, the limitation cited in the quotation is 
given a reasonable interpretation as determining whether a client's request to receive a 
file from a content server originated as a reference from the content server itself 

Buckland teaches a client 206 sends a request to the first network site 200 (i.e., 
content server) in step 300. Then, the process continues to step 302 to determine if the 
request includes a first cookie site from the first network site 200, wherein as is well- 
known in the art that the cookie may be included in the request by the client browser 
210, if the client browser 210 had accessed the first network site 200 at some earlier 
time (i.e., determine whether the request originated as a reference from content server) 
[see Buckland, figure 3, col. 6, lines 5-15]. 
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Therefore, Examiner asserts that Buckland does teach the step of determining 
whether a client's request to receive a file from a content server originated as a 
reference from the content server itself as recited and explained above. 

4. Applicant argues that Buckland does not teach or suggest the feature of 
"sending to the client a file requesting that the client contact the load distribution server". 

In response to Applicant's argument, Examiner asserts that Buckland does teach 
determining that the client's request does not include a first cookie site (/.e., a reference 
from content server), and then sending to the client 206 a first message includes a "find- 
user" command (/.e., a file requesting) to contact another server (the control site 207) 
[see Buckland, col. 6, lines, 25-50]. 

5. Applicant argues that Brendel does not teach or suggest any part of 
"response to determining that the client's request to receive the file from the content 
server did not originate as the reference from the load distribution server or as the 
reference from the content server itself, sending to the client a file requesting that the 
client contact the load distribution server" In response to applicant's arguments against 
the references individually, one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references 
individually where the rejections are based on combinations of references. See In re 
Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co,, 800 F.2d 1091 , 
231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 

6. Applicant argues that neither Buckland nor Brendel teaches or suggests 
"response to determining that the client's request to receive the file from the content 
server did not originate as the reference from the load distribution server or as the 
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reference from the content server itself, sending to the client a file requesting that the 
client contact the load distribution server". Examiner asserts that Buckland does teach 
determining that the client's request does not include a first cookie site (i.e., a reference 
from content server), and then sending to the client 206 a first message includes a "find- 
user" command (/.e., a file requesting) to contact another server (the control site 207) 
[see Buckland, col. 6, lines, 25-50]. 

Buckland does implicitly teach sending a first message (i.e., a file requesting) to 
the client to contact another server (control network site 207). However, Buckland does 
not specially disclose a load distribution server. 

Brendel, in the related prior art, teaches a load balancer 70 in the server 56 
(figure 8, col. 10, lines 38-53). One of ordinary skill in the Data Processing art would 
have motivation to modify server (56) having load balancer (70), disclosed by Brendel, 
into control network site (207), as disclosed by Buckland because it would provide an 
efficient communications system that improve to avoid data bottleneck and reduce 
traffic load between servers. 

7- Applicant argues that there is no specific teaching of a motivation to 
combine in claim 1 . In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to 
combine the references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be 
established by combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the 
claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so 
found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one 
of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 
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1988) and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, 
the reason to incorporate server (56) having load balancer (70), disclosed by Brendel, 
into control network site (207), as disclosed by Buckland because it would provide an 
efficient communications system that improve to avoid data bottleneck and reduce 
traffic load between servers (see Brendel, col. 5, lines 55-col. 6, lines 5). 

8. Applicant argues that there is no specific teaching of a motivation to 
combine claims 4-6. In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to 
combine the references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be 
established by combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the 
claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so 
found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one 
of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071 , 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 
1988) and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, it 
would have been obvious that the conventional redirect request/URL is used when a 
user experiences a redirect from one page to another by asking the user to click on a 
link, update bookmark or by means of automatic redirection to another site or URL that 
has changed or moved (see REDIRECT definition in dictionary [netlingo.com]). 
Therefore, it is obvious that redirect URL usually can notify user the change of page or 
URL and optionally user can update bookmark as user desired to do so. It would have 
been obvious to one skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to incorporate 
a redirection URL, as disclosed by Subramaniam into the teaching of Buckland and 
Brendel to include a means to update bookmark to include the load distribution server it 
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would provide an efficient communications system that can keep track and notify 
redirecting/changing/ moving of URLs for a Web site so that the user can be notified 
and update bookmark of the changed URL (see Subramaniam, col. 7, lines 10-27). 

9. As a result, cited prior arts do disclose a system and method of preventing 
a client from directly contacting a server that is protected by a load distribution server 
from an overload of traffic, as broadly claimed by the Applicant. Applicant clearly has 
still failed to identify specific claim limitations that would define a clearly patentable 
distinction over prior arts. 

1 0. Therefore, the examiner asserts that cited prior arts teach or suggest the 
subject matter broadly recited in independent claims 1,9, and 1 7. Claims 2-8, 1 0-1 6 
and 18-24 are also rejected at least by virtue of their dependency on independent 
claims and by other reasons set forth in the previous office action. Accordingly, claims 
1-24 are rejected. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 

all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 



Application/Control Number: 09/534,592 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2155 

12. Claims 1-3. 7-11, 15-19 and 23-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 
(a) as being unpatentable over Buckland U.S. Patent No. 5,999,971, in view of 
Brendel et al., (hereinafter Brendel) U.S. Patent No. 5,774,660. 

13. As to claim 1, Buckland teaches the invention substantially as claimed, 
comprising a method of: 

determining whether a client's request to receive a file from a content server 
originated as a reference from the load distribution server or as a reference from the 
content server itself (abstract, figures 2, 3, coL 2, lines 15-32, col. 6, lines 1-24 [a client 
206 sends a request to the first network site 200 (i.e., content server) in step 300. 
Then, the process continues to step 302 to determine if the request includes a first 
cookie site from the first network site 200, wherein as is well-known in the art that the 
cookie may be included in the request by the client browser 210, if the client browser 
210 had accessed the first network site 200 at some earlier time (i.e., determine 
whether the request originated as a reference from content server) [see Buckland, 
figure 3, col. 6, lines 5-15]); and 

responsive to determining that the client's request to receive the file from the 
content server did not originate as the reference from the load distribution server or as 
the reference from the content server itself, sending to the client a file requesting that 
the client contact the load distribution server (abstract, figures 2-3, col. 6, lines 25-37 
[determining that the client's request does not include a first cookie site {i.e., a reference 
from content server), then sending to the client 206 a first message includes a "find- 
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user" command (/.e., a file requesting) to contact another server (the control site 207) 
[see Buckland, col. 6, lines, 25-50]]). 

Buckland does implicitly teach sending a first message (i.e., a file requesting) to 
the client to contact another server (control network site 207). However, Buckland does 
not specially disclose a load distribution server. 

Brendel, in the related prior art, teaches a load balancer 70 in the server 56 
(figure 8, col. 10, lines 38-53). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
Data Processing art at the time of the invention was made to have motivation to modify 
server (56) having load balancer (70), disclosed by Brendel, into control network site 
(207), as disclosed by Buckland to have a load distribution server because it would 
provide an efficient communications system that improve to avoid data bottleneck and 
reduce traffic load between servers (see Brendel, col. 5, lines 55-col. 6, lines 5). 

14. As to claim 2, Buckland teaches the invention substantially as claimed, 
further comprising: responsive to determining that the request to receive the file from 
the content server did originate as the reference from the load distribution server or as 
the reference from the content server itself, sending to the client the file requested 
(abstract, col. 6, lines 25-37). 

1 5. As to claim 3, Buckland teaches the invention substantially as claimed, 
further comprising: including in the file requesting that the client contact the load 
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distribution server a means by which the client may directly contact the load distribution 
server through an initiative of a user of the client (figures 2-3, col. 6, lines 25-37). 

16. As to claim 7, Buckland teaches the invention substantially as claimed, 
further comprising: including in the file requesting that the client contact the load 
distribution server a means by which the client will contact the load distribution server 
without intervention of the user (figures 2-3, col. 6, lines 35-67). Buckland teaches that 
a redirect command (i.e. file requesting) automatically sends to browser and instructs 
control network site (207) to process the command and sends it to network site (200, 
202, 204). It would have been obvious to one skill in the art that the redirect command 
automatically instructs browser to contact control network site without user intervention. 

17. As to claim 8, Buckland teaches the invention substantially as claimed, 
further comprising: including in the file requesting that the client contact the load 
distribution server a means by which to allow the user of the client sufficient time to read 
and react to the file requesting that the user of the client contact the load distribution 
server before contact with the load distribution server is established without intervention 
of the user (figures 2-3, col. 6, lines 35-67). It would been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art that when a user experiences a redirect from one page to another by 
asking the user to click on a link or by means of automatic redirection. It may leave a 
page on server to notify user whoever access to that page that the name has changed 
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or moved so that means it has to give the user sufficient time to read and react with that 
notify. 

18. As to claim 9, Buckland teaches the invention substantially as claimed, 
including a computer program product comprising: 

instructions for determining whether a client's request to receive a file from a 
content server originated as a reference from the load distribution server or as a 
reference from the content server itself (abstract, figure 2, col. 2. lines 15-32, col. 6, 
lines 1-24 [a client 206 sends a request to the first network site 200 (i.e., content server) 
in step 300. Then, the process continues to step 302 to determine if the request 
includes a first cookie site from the first network site 200, wherein as is well-known in 
the art that the cookie may be included in the request by the client browser 210, if the 
client browser 210 had accessed the first network site 200 at some earlier time (i.e., 
determine whether the request originated as a reference from content server) [see 
Buckland, figure 3, col. 6, lines 5-15); and 

instructions for, responsive to determining that the client's request to receive the 
file from the content server did not originate as the reference from the load distribution 
server or as the reference from the content server itself, sending to the client a file 
requesting that the client contact the load distribution server (abstract, figures 2-3, col. 
6, lines 25-37 [Buckland does teach determining that the client's request does not 
include a first cookie site (i.e., a reference from content server), then sending to the 
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client 206 a first message includes a "find-user" command (/.e., a file requesting) to 
contact another server (the control site 207) [see Buckland, col. 6, lines, 25-50]]). 

Buckiand does implicitly teach sending a first message (i.e., a file requesting) to 
the client to contact another server (control network site 207). However, Buckland does 
not specially disclose a load distribution server. 

Brendel, in the related prior art, teaches a load balancer 70 in the server 56 
(figure 8, col. 10, lines 38-53). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
Data Processing art at the time of the invention was made to have motivation to modify 
server (56) having load balancer (70), disclosed by Brendel, into control network site 
(207), as disclosed by Buckland to have a load distribution server because it would 
provide an efficient communications system that improve to avoid data bottleneck and 
reduce traffic load between servers (see Brendel, col. 5, lines 55-col. 6, lines 5). 

19. As to claim 17, Buckland teaches the invention substantially as claimed, 
including a system comprising: 

means for determining whether a client's request to receive a file from a content 
server originated as a reference from the load distribution server or as a reference from 
the content server itself (abstract, figure 2, col. 2, lines 15-32, col. 6, lines 1-24 [a client 
206 sends a request to the first network site 200 (i.e., content server) in step 300. 
Then, the process continues to step 302 to determine if the request includes a first 
cookie site from the first network site 200, wherein as is well-known in the art that the 
cookie may be included in the request by the client browser 210, if the client browser 
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210 had accessed the first network site 200 at some earlier time (7.e., determine 
whether the request originated as a reference from content server) [see Buckland, 
figure 3, col. 6, lines 5-15]]); 

means for, responsive to determining that the client's request to receive the file 
from the content server did not originate as the reference from the load distribution 
server or as the reference from the content server itself, sending to the client a file 
requesting that the client contact the load distribution server (abstract, figures 2-3, col. 
6, lines 25-37 [Buckland does teach determining that the client's request does not 
include a first cookie site (/.e., a reference from content server), then sending to the 
client 206 a first message includes a "find-user" command (/.e., a file requesting) to 
contact another server (the control site 207) [see Buckland, col. 6, lines, 25-50]]). 

Buckland does implicitly teach sending a first message (i.e., a file requesting) to 
the client to contact another server (control network site 207). However, Buckland does 
not specially disclose a load distribution server. 

Brendel, in the related prior art, teaches a load balancer 70 in the server 56 
(figure 8, col. 10, lines 38-53). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
Data Processing art at the time of the invention was made to have motivation to modify 
server (56) having load balancer (70), disclosed by Brendel, into control network site 
(207), as disclosed by Buckland to have a load distribution server because it would 
provide an efficient communications system that improve to avoid data bottleneck and 
reduce traffic load between servers (see Brendel, col. 5, lines 55-col. 6, lines 5. 
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20. Claims 10-11, 15-16, 18-19, and 23-24 have similar limitations as claims 
2-3, and 7-8; therefore, they are rejected under the same rationale. 

21. Claims 4-6, 12-14, and 20-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 (a) as 
being unpatentable over Buckland and Brendel, in view of Subramaniam et al., 
(hereinafter Subramaniam) U.S. Patent No. 6,640,302. 

22. As to claim 4, Buckland and Brendel teach the step of offering in the file 
requesting that the client contact the load distribution server as substantially claimed in 
claim 1 , above. However, Buckland and Brendel does not explicitly teach a means to 
update a bookmark file to include the load distribution server. Subramaniam teaches a 
redirect request sends from target server 104 through external client 112 to border 
server 106 and has conventional capabilities to automatically redirect client when a web 
site has moved, that is, the URL for the web site has changed to another URL ([/.e., 
bookmark file includes the load distribution sen/er] (figure 2, col. col. 6, lines 47-col. 8, 
lines 28). It would have been obvious that the conventional redirect request/URL is 
used when a user experiences a redirect from one page to another by asking the user 
to click on a link, update bookmark or by means of automatic redirection to another site 
or URL that has changed or moved (see REDIRECT definition in dictionary 
[netlingo.com]). Therefore, it is obvious that redirect URL usually can notify user the 
change of page or URL and optionally user can update bookmark as user desired to do 
so. It would have been obvious to one skill in the art at the time of the invention was 
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made to incorporate a redirection URL, as disclosed by Subramaniam into the teaching 
of Buckland and Brendel to include a means to update bookmark to include the load 
distribution server it would provide an efficient communications system that can keep 
track and notify redirecting/changing/ moving of URLs for a Web site so that the user 
can be notified and update bookmark of the changed URL (see Subramaniam, col, 7, 
lines 10-27). 

23. As to claim 5, Buckland and Brendel teach the step of offering in the file 
requesting that the client contact the load distribution server as substantially claimed in 
claim 1 , above. However, Buckland and Brendel does not explicitly teach a means to 
update the bookmark file to exclude the content server. Subramaniam teaches a 
conventional redirect request that when a user experiences a redirect from one page to 
another by asking the user to click on a link, update bookmark or by means of automatic 
redirection to a page that has changed/moved (i.e. load distribution server) and not the 
previous page (figure 2, col. col. 6, lines 47-col. 8, lines 28). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the Data Processing art at the time of the invention to 
combine the teachings of Buckland, Brendel and Subramaniam to have the same 
motivation as set forth in claim 4. 

24. As to claim 6, Subramaniam teaches the invention substantially as 
claimed further comprising the means to update the client's bookmark file to include the 
load distribution server a means to update the bookmark file to exclude the protected 
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server (figure 2, col. col. 6, lines 47-col. 8, lines 28). It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the Data Processing art at the time of the invention to combine the 
teachings of Buckland, Brendel and Subramaniam to have the same motivation as 
set forth in claim 4. 

25. Claims 12-14 and 20-22 have similar limitations as claims 4-6 therefore; 
they are rejected under the same rationale. 

Conclusion 

26. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of 
time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

27. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Thu Ha Nguyen, whose telephone number is (571) 
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272-3989. The examiner can normally be reached Monday through Friday from 8:00 
AM to 6:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hosain T. Alam, can be reached at (571) 272-3978. 

Any inquiry of a general nature of relating to the status of this application should 
be directed to the Group receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-9600, 

The fax phone numbers for the organization where this application or proceeding 
is assigned are 703-872-9306 for regular communications. 



Thu Ha Nguyen 
December 16, 2004 



